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TRUSTED HARDWARE COMPONENT FOR
DISTRIBUTED SYSTEMS

BACKGROUND

A simple yet remarkably powerful tool of selfish and
malicious participants in a distributed system is “equivoca-
tion”: making conflicting statements to others. Multiple
techniques exist to combat the ability of participants to
effectively equivocate within distributed systems. For
instance, envision that a distributed system consists of
participants “A”, “B”, and “C”. Here, when Participant C
sends a message to Participant A, Participant A may ask
Participant B if, in the past, Participant C has sent a
conflicting message to Participant B. If Participant B
answers in the affirmative, then Participant A may determine
that Participant C is untrustworthy, and may remove Par-
ticipant C from the view of Participant A. While these and
other existing techniques prove effective, more efficient
techniques may exist.

SUMMARY

Techniques for efficiently and securely mitigating the
effects of participant equivocation within a distributed sys-
tem are described herein. These techniques provide a trusted
hardware component for each of multiple participants of the
distributed system. In some instances, this trusted hardware
component includes a monotonically non-decreasing coun-
ter and a cryptographic key.

Just before a first participant sends a message to a second
participant, the first participant may provide a representation
(e.g., a hash value) of the message to the trusted hardware
component of the first participant. In response, the trusted
hardware component may increment the counter and sign a
statement attesting that the trusted hardware component
incremented the counter in response to receiving the repre-
sentation of the message. At this point, the trusted hardware
component may provide the signed statement to the first
participant, who in turn may store the signed statement in a
log maintained in un-trusted memory of the first participant.
The first participant may also provide the signed statement
along with the actual message to the second participant. The
second participant may then verify the validity of the
message with use of the signed statement and, in some
instances, with use of a log provided by the first participant
upon request.

This Summary is provided to introduce a selection of
concepts in a simplified form that are further described
below in the Detailed Description. This Summary is not
intended to identify key features or essential features of the
claimed subject matter, nor is it intended to be used as an aid
in determining the scope of the claimed subject matter. The
term “techniques,” for instance, may refer to device(s),
system(s), method(s) and/or computer-readable instructions
as permitted by the context above and throughout the
document.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

The detailed description is described with reference to the
accompanying figures. In the figures, the left-most digit(s) of
a reference number identifies the figure in which the refer-
ence number first appears. The same numbers are used
throughout the drawings to reference like features and
components.
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FIG. 1 illustrates an example computing architecture in
which multiple participant computing devices of a distrib-
uted system each utilize a respective trusted hardware com-
ponent for mitigating the effects of equivocation within the
system. As illustrated in the example, each trusted hardware
component may include one or more counters and one or
more cryptographic keys. Further, each participant comput-
ing device may log attestations made by the trusted hard-
ware component in un-trusted memory rather than within the
trusted hardware component itself.

FIG. 2 is a block diagram of a participant computing
device of FIG. 1 in greater detail. As illustrated in the
example, the participant computing device may include a
meta-counter, multiple logical counters each associated with
a particular conversation and protocol, and multiple logs
each associated with a particular logical counter and, hence,
with a particular conversation and protocol.

FIG. 3 is a flow diagram illustrating an example process
for allocating a logical counter of FIG. 2 when a participant
computing device desires to participate in a distributed
protocol.

FIGS. 4-6 comprise a flow diagram illustrating an
example process for utilizing a trusted hardware component
for the purpose of mitigating the effects of equivocation in
a distributed system.

FIGS. 7-8 comprise a flow diagram illustrating an
example process for generating a symmetric key for use by
each trusted hardware component of a distributed system.

FIG. 9 is a flow diagram illustrating an example process
for ensuring the legitimacy of a log of a participant com-
puting device maintained in un-trusted memory in the event
of a power failure.

FIGS. 10-11 are flow diagrams of example processes for
utilizing trusted hardware components for mitigating the
effects of equivocating statements made by participants of a
distributed system with use of the techniques described
herein.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

The disclosure describes techniques for utilizing trusted
hardware components for mitigating the effects of equivo-
cation amongst participant computing devices of a distrib-
uted system. For instance, a distributed system that employs
a byzantine-fault-resilient protocol—that is, a protocol
intended to mitigate (e.g., tolerate, detect, isolate, etc.) the
effects of byzantine faults—may employ these techniques.
Other types of distributed protocols may also use these
techniques to mitigate the effects of faults.

To mitigate the effects of faults, the techniques may utilize
a trusted hardware component comprising a non-decreasing
counter and a key. This hardware component may be
“trusted” in that the respective participant computing device
(also referred to as a “participant device” or, simply, a
“participant”) cannot modify the contents of the component
in any manner other than according to the prescribed pro-
cedures, as described below. In addition, this hardware
component is “trusted” in that participants of the distributed
protocol cannot inspect the contents of the device, such as
any stored private or symmetric keys described below.
Furthermore, the trusted hardware component may couple to
the participant computing device in any suitable manner,
such as via a universal serial bus (USB) connection, directly
on the motherboard of the computing device or in any other
manner.

Before a first participant computing device sends a mes-
sage to a second participant device, the first participant may
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initially provide a representation (e.g., a hash value or any
other suitable representation) of the message to the trusted
hardware component associated with the first participant
device. In response, the trusted hardware component may
increment a current value of the counter of the component to
a new, greater value. For example, the counter may update
the value from “0” to “1” for a first message representation.

Furthermore, the trusted hardware component may use
the key of the component to sign a statement attesting to the
incrementing of the counter in association with the repre-
sentation of the message.

At this point, the trusted hardware component may pro-
vide the signed statement to the participant device (that is,
to a portion of the device outside of the trusted hardware
component). Upon receiving the signed statement, the par-
ticipant device may store the signed statement in a log that
maintains the signed statements received from the trusted
hardware component for the current conversation and pro-
tocol.

Furthermore, the participant device may maintain this log
in un-trusted memory (e.g., a conventional disk drive or the
like) or otherwise external to the trusted hardware compo-
nent. By doing so, the techniques allow the size of the
trusted hardware component to remain small. In addition,
this allows the log to continue to grow in size, with only the
size of the disk drive of the computing device constraining
its size. As such, storing the log in un-trusted memory may
further allow for a nearly unbounded size of the log, given
the size of conventional disk drives. As a result, the partici-
pant computing device may truncate this log according to
the protocol—rather than by necessity due to storage-size
constraints.

In any event, after logging this signed statement, the
participant device may send the signed statement along with
the associated message to the second participant device. In
response, the second participant device may verify the
validity of the signed statement to ensure that the trusted
hardware component of the first participant device did
indeed attest to the signed statement. The trusted hardware
component may verify the statement with use of a public key
of the trusted hardware component associated with the first
participant device, or with a symmetric key shared by both
trusted hardware components, as discussed below.

In addition, the second participant device may store the
signed statement (or an indication based on the signed
statement) for the purpose of ensuring a complete under-
standing of everything the first participant device has said in
the conversation. Stated otherwise, the signed statement
along with the associated counter values may enable the
second participant device to maintain a record of messages
sent by the first participant device. This information may
help the second participant device track what the first
participant device has said in order to help determine
whether the first participant device has made equivocating
statements to other participant devices.

In addition, if the second participant device desires to
view some or all of the statements made by the first
participant device (e.g., because the second participant is
new to the conversation or for any other reason), the second
participant device may request a portion or the entire log that
the first participant device maintains. In response, the first
participant device, which may then send some or all of the
log that the first participant device maintains to the second
participant.

In response to receiving the log, the second participant
may verify the validity of the signature and may thereafter
use the received log to inspect previous messages sent by the
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first participant. If the second participant locates a discrep-
ancy or another cause of concern in the log, the second
participant may choose to remove the first participant from
the view of the second participant in the protocol (i.e., may
no longer continue communicating with the first partici-
pant).

The discussion begins with a section entitled “Example
Computing Architecture,” which describes one non-limiting
environment that may implement the described techniques.
This section depicts and describes a high-level architecture,
as well as illustrative components of a participant computing
device. Next, a section entitled “Example Flow Diagrams”
illustrates and describes the techniques in the context of
participant devices setting up a distributed protocol and
using the described techniques to mitigate the effects of
equivocation within the protocol. This section includes
sub-sections entitled “Allocating Counters”, “Verifying
Message Validity”, “Generating Symmetric Keys” and
“Maintaining Security in the Event of a Power Failure”. A
third section, entitled “Example Processes”, illustrates and
describes example processes using the described techniques
in a distributed system. A fourth section (“Additional Details
of Example Techniques™) and its sub-sections follow and
describe additional details of certain implementations of the
techniques. Finally, the discussion ends with a brief conclu-
sion.

This brief introduction, including section titles and cor-
responding summaries, is provided for the reader’s conve-
nience and is not intended to limit the scope of the claims,
nor the proceeding sections.

Example Computing Architecture

FIG. 1 illustrates an example computer architecture 100
that may implement the described techniques for efficiently
and securely mitigating the effects of equivocation by par-
ticipants of a distributed system. The architecture 100 may
include multiple computing devices 102(1), 102(2), . . .,
102(N) coupled together via a network 104 to form a
distributed system. While not illustrated, respective users
may operate each of the one or more computing devices
102(1)-(N). The network 104, meanwhile, represents any
one or combination of multiple different types of networks,
interconnected with each other and functioning as a single
large network (e.g., the Internet or an intranet). The network
104 may include wire-based networks (e.g., cable) and
wireless networks (e.g., cellular, satellite, etc.).

Within the distributed system, the computing devices
102(1)-(N) may converse via any agreed-upon distributed
protocol. For instance, the computing devices 102(1)-(N)
may employ a byzantine-fault-resilient protocol—a protocol
designed to mitigate the effects of byzantine faults within a
distributed system. A byzantine-fault-resistant protocol may
include a byzantine-fault-tolerant protocol, a byzantine-
fault-detection protocol and/or a byzantine-fault-isolation
protocol, possibly in addition to any other protocol that
mitigates the effects of byzantine faults. As illustrated, the
architecture 100 may also include a trusted administrator
106 to assist in setting up the distributed protocol that the
computing devices 102(1)-(N) may employ, as discussed in
greater detail below.

Each of the computing devices 102(1)-(N) may include a
respective processor 108(1), 108(2), . . ., 108(N) as well as
memory 110(1), 110(2), . . ., 110(N). In addition, each of the
computing devices 102(1)-(N) may include or otherwise
have access to a respective trusted hardware component
112(1), 112(2), . . . , 112(N). In some instances, and as
illustrated, the trusted hardware components 112(1)-(N)
reside physically proximate or within the respective com-
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puting devices 102(1)-(N). For instance, one or more of the
trusted hardware components 112(1)-(N) may reside as a
piece of hardware physically within a housing of a respec-
tive computing device 102(1)-(N) or may connect via a
serial bus (e.g., USB) or the like. In other instances, mean-
while, one or more of the trusted hardware components
112(1)-(N) may reside remotely (e.g., over a network) from
a corresponding computing device 102(1)-(N).

In either instance, the trusted hardware components 112
(1)-(N) function to efficiently and securely assist in prevent-
ing the computing devices 102(1)-(N) from effectively mak-
ing equivocating statements within the distributed system.
Stated otherwise, these components help to mitigate the
effects of any such equivocation within the system.

As illustrated, each trusted hardware component 112(1)-
(N) may include a meta-counter 114(1), 114(2), . . ., 114(N)
and a physical portion of memory 116(1), 116(2), . . . ,
116(N) reserved for allocation to one or more logical coun-
ters (“Physical Counter Memory™). Each meta-counter 114
(1)-(N) essentially comprises a counter of logical counters.
That is, and as described below, a meta-counter may assign
its current value to a new logical counter when the respective
participant device requests allocation of a new logical coun-
ter.

In addition, each trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N)
may comprise a unique identifier 118(1), 118(2), . . ., 118(N)
associated with the hardware component and a certificate
120(1), 120(2), . . . , 120(N) that leads back to a root of trust
that can verify the validity of the trusted hardware compo-
nent with reference to the unique identifier 118(1)-(N).

Each trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N) may pro-
vide its respective certificate 120(1)-(N) to the other com-
puting devices participating in the protocol to allow these
devices to verity the legitimacy of the trusted hardware
component. Note that, in some instances, each trusted hard-
ware component 112(1)-(N) may refrain from storing this
certificate 120(1)-(N) but may instead provide the certificate
to the devices in other ways. For example, in some instances
the certificate may reside on the physical packaging of the
trusted hardware component, thus allowing a user of the
trusted hardware component to share the certificate with the
other participant devices.

In addition, each trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N)
may include a public key 122(1), 122(2), . . . , 122(N) and
a corresponding private key 124(1), 124(2), . . ., 124(N).
The trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N) may use the
private key 124(1)-(N) to sign certain attestations, as dis-
cussed in detail below, while the hardware component may
provide its respective public key 122(1)-(N) to the other
participant devices to allow these devices to verify the
signature. Again, however, note that the trusted hardware
components 112(1)-(N) may refrain from actually storing
the public keys 122(1)-(N). Instead, a respective trusted
hardware component may again provide the public key in
other ways. For example, the public key may reside on the
physical packaging of the trusted hardware component, thus
allowing a user of the trusted hardware component to share
the public key with the other participant devices. Each
trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N) may also comprise
logic 126(1), 126(2), . . . , 126(N) comprising computer-
executable instructions and embodied as hardware, software
or a combination thereof.

FIG. 1 also illustrates that memory 110(1)-(N) of com-
puting devices 102(1)-(N) may also store a respective
trusted incrementer module 128(1), 128(2), . . . 128(N), one
or more logs 130(1), 130(2), . . . , 130(N) and information
132(1), 132(2), . . ., 132(N) associated with messages
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previously sent by other participant devices of the distrib-
uted system (“Participant-Device Information™).

In combination, these elements enable a secure and effi-
cient fault-resilient distributed system. First, when the par-
ticipant computing devices 102(1)-(N) set up a distributed
protocol, each computing device 102(1)-(N) asks the respec-
tive trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N) to allocate a
logical counter to the new protocol. In response, the logic
126(1)-(N) of the hardware component locates an available
logical counter and asks the respective meta-counter 114(1)-
(N) to assign an identifier to the logical counter. In some
instances, this logical counter comprises a monotonically
non-decreasing counter as discussed in detail below.

In addition, the logic 126(1)-(N) may associate the private
key 124(1)-(N) of the local hardware component or a
symmetric key 134(1), 134(2), . . ., 134(N) common to each
hardware component to the logical counter and, hence, to the
protocol. As discussed in detail below, the trusted adminis-
trator 106 may include a symmetric key generation module
136 (stored in memory 138 and executable on one or more
processors 140) to generate the shared symmetric key 134
(1)-(N) and to provide copies of the respective symmetric
key to the trusted hardware components 112(1)-(N).

After set up of the protocol and allocation of the counters,
the computing device 102(1) may desire to send a message
to one or more other participant devices of the architecture
100. At this point, the trusted incrementer module 128(1)
may first send a representation (e.g., a hash value) of the
message to the trusted hardware component 112(1) associ-
ated with the participant device. The logic 126(1) of the
trusted hardware component 112(1) may receive this repre-
sentation of the message and, in response, may increment
the assigned logical counter by one or by another value
specified by the device 102(1) (e.g., specified with the
sending of the representation of the message). In addition,
the logic 126(1) may use either the private key 124(1) or the
symmetric key 134(1) to sign a statement attesting to the
increment of the counter in association with the represen-
tation of the message.

At this point, the logic 126(1) of the trusted hardware
component 112(1) may store the signed statement to a
respective recent attestation queue (RAQ) 142(1),
142(2), . . ., 142(N), which may store a predetermined
number of recent signed statements (e.g., five, ten, fifty, one
hundred, etc.). In addition, the logic 126(1) may provide the
signed statement to the trusted incrementer module 128(1)
of the participant computing device 102(1). In response, the
trusted incrementer module 128(1) may store the signed
statement in the log 130(1) associated with this particular
conversation. As discussed in detail below, this log 130(1)
may store some or all of the previously-signed statements
provided by the trusted hardware component 112(1). With
this information, the participant computing device 102(1)
may show to the other participant devices 102(2)-(N) each
statement that the participant computing device 102(1) has
made during the conversation.

After storing this signed statement in the appropriate log
130(1), the participant computing device 102(1) may send
the message along with the signed statement to the intended
recipient participant device. In response to receiving this
signed statement, the receiving participant device may either
use the public key to verify the signed statement (if the
trusted hardware component 112(1) signed the statement
with the private key 124(1)) or the device may pass the
signed statement to its associated trusted hardware compo-
nent (if the trusted hardware component 112(1) signed the
statement with the symmetric key 134(1)). In the latter
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instances, the trusted hardware component may attempt to
verify the message and, in order to keep the symmetric key
secret, may simply inform the receiving computing device
as to whether or the not the signature was verified.

In addition to maintaining each device’s own log 130(1)-
(N), each participant computing device 102(1)-(N) may
maintain the information 132(1)-(N) about the other partici-
pant devices. More particularly, this information 132(1)-(N)
may comprise information relevant to the particular protocol
in which the devices participate. This information 132(1)
may include each signed statement sent by the other par-
ticipant devices (i.e., may comprise each log of each other
participant device) or may instead include an indication as to
whether everything that each participant device previously
said has been consistent and non-equivocating. In either
instance, by requiring each participant device to send a
signed statement along with each message, each participant
device may determine whether or not each other device has
been making equivocating statements or is otherwise
untrustworthy.

FIG. 2 is a block diagram of the participant computing
device 102(1) of FIG. 1 in greater detail. As illustrated, the
participant computing device 102(1) includes the trusted
hardware component 112(1) of FIG. 1, which includes the
meta-counter 114(1) of FIG. 1. The meta-counter 114(1)
may comprise a monotonically-increasing counter that
increments by one whenever a new logical counter is
deployed and assigned. For instance, when the trusted
hardware component 112(1) is first deployed, the meta-
counter may have an initial current value of one (“17).

Then, when the computing device 102(1) first requests to
set up a new protocol while employing the trusted hardware
component 112(1), the logic 126(1) may assign the current
value (one) of the meta-counter 114(1) to the deployed
logical counter. In addition, the logic 126(1) may increment
the meta-counter by one (here, from one to two).

FIG. 2 also illustrates that the physical counter memory
116(1) has space for a number (“P”) of logical counters
202(1), 202(2), . . . , 202(P). Further, the logic 126(1) of the
trusted hardware component 112(1) in the instant example
has deployed four logical counters 202(1), . . . , 202(4)
running within the physical counter memory 116(1) of the
trusted hardware component 112(1) in the instant example.
Each of these four logical counters is associated with a
particular conversation and a particular protocol in which
computing device 102(1) participates.

As illustrated, each logical counter 202(1)-(P) may be
associated with a counter identification (“i””) 204, a current
counter value (“c”) and a key (“K”). As discussed immedi-
ately above, the counter ID “1” may comprise the value of
the meta-counter 114(1) when the logic 126(1) originally
deploys the particular logical counter. As such, even if a
future logical counter employs the same physical memory
space as a previous logical counter, the future logical counter
will be associated with a unique, higher-value counter 1D
(because the meta-counter can only be increased, never
decreased).

The counter value “c”, meanwhile, comprises the current
value of the counter. As discussed above, before the partici-
pant computing device 102(1) sends a message to another
participant device, the participant device 102(1) may send a
representation of the message to the trusted hardware com-
ponent 112(1). In turn, the logic 126(1) may increment the
current value, c, of the counter (or move the counter value
in place as discussed below), sign a statement attesting to the
increment and provide the signed statement to the comput-
ing device 102(1). As such, the counter value 206 comprises
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a value that steadily increases as the participant device
102(1) sends communications within the conversation asso-
ciated with the logical counter 202(1). The counter value
206 can only be reset if a new logical counter is associated
to this counter, in which case the meta-counter assigns a
different (higher) counter ID (204) to this counter.

Finally, the key 208 comprises the key associated with the
particular counter and, hence, with the particular protocol
and conversation associated with the counter. As discussed
above and as discussed in greater detail below, the logic
126(1) may assign the unique private key 124(1) to the
logical counter and protocol or may assign a commonly-held
symmetric key to the logical counter and protocol.

FIG. 2 further illustrates that the computing device 102(1)
may maintain a log 130(1) associated with each protocol
(and with each logical counter) outside of the trusted hard-
ware component 112(1). Specifically, the device 102(1) may
maintain these logs 130(1) in un-trusted memory of the
device (e.g., on a conventional disk drive or in any other
conventional or non-conventional storage). As illustrated,
these logs may comprise the previously-signed statements
provided by the trusted hardware component 112(1), subject
to standard truncation of the logs as called upon by the
respective protocol. FIG. 2 further illustrates that the par-
ticipant device 102(1) maintains four logs 130(1)(1), 130
1D(2), . .., 130(1)(4), each of which corresponds to one of
the four logical counters 202(1)-(4) that the trusted hardware
component 112(1) currently employs.

To illustrate a single signed statement from the log
associated with the logical counter 202(4), this example and
non-limiting log includes the following statement: “4:2=>3:
Y™ as signed by the symmetric key. This statement indicates
that the trusted hardware component 112(1) incremented the
logical counter 202(4) (having an “1” of 4) from a “c” value
of'2 and to a next value (“¢' (prime)”) of 3. Furthermore, this
statement indicates that the trusted hardware component
incremented the counter in response to the participant device
102(1) sending a representation of a message “Y” to the
trusted hardware component 112(1).

Example Flow Diagrams

Having described an illustrative architecture that may
implement the trusted hardware components 112(1)-(N) in a
distributed system, as well as details of the trusted hardware
components themselves, the discussion proceeds to an
example process for allocating a logical counter to a par-
ticular protocol. Next, the discussion describes use of the
trusted hardware components 112(1)-(N) in practice.
Finally, the discussion describes an example process for
generating symmetric keys for these hardware components
as well as an example process for maintaining security of the
logs in the event of a power failure of a participant device.
Allocating Counters

FIG. 3 is a flow diagram illustrating an example process
300 for allocating a logical counter 202 of FIG. 2 when the
participant computing device 102(1) desires to participate in
a distributed protocol.

The process 300 includes an operation 302, at which point
the computing devices 102(1)-(N) set up a distributed con-
versation to follow a particular protocol. For instance, these
devices may set up a byzantine-fault-resilient protocol or
another distributed protocol. In the former instances, the
devices may set up a byzantine-fault-tolerant protocol, a
byzantine-fault-detection protocol, a byzantine-fault-isola-
tion protocol or another protocol designed to mitigate the
effects of byzantine faults.

At operation 304, the computing device 102(1) may
request that the trusted hardware component 112(1) assign a
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new logical counter to the new conversation at operation
304. In response, the logic 126(1) of the trusted hardware
component 112(1) may determine a current value of the
meta-counter 114(1) of the trusted hardware component
112(1). In the instant example, the meta-counter 114(1) has
a current value of five. As such, the logic 126(1) finds a free
logical counter and assigns the counter identity (i) of “5” to
this logical counter at operation 306. In addition, the value
of the meta-counter is increased, by one (in this example) to
a new current value of “6.”

At this point, the logic 126(1) of the trusted hardware
component 112(1) may also zero out the counter value (c) of
any previous logical counter that occupied this physical
counter space as well as the previous key used by this
previous logical counter at operation 308. For instance, if a
previous logical counter had been used in this physical
memory space, then the values from that previous logical
counter may still exist in the memory. As such, the logic
126(1) may delete this information to make way for the new
logical counter.

In addition, at operation 308 the logic 126(1) may also
assign, to this logical counter, a key chosen by the comput-
ing device 102(1) for this protocol. For instance, if the
computing devices 102(1)-(N) agree to use respective pri-
vate keys for this protocol, then the logic 126(1) may assign
the private key 124(1) to the counter. In other instances,
meanwhile, the computing devices 102(1)-(N) may agree to
use a symmetric key that each trusted hardware component
(and each logical counter used for the protocol) will share.
In these instances, the computing devices 102(1)-(N) may
request that the trusted administrator 106 generate a sym-
metric key (as illustrated and described below with reference
to FIGS. 7-8). Here, after receiving the symmetric key from
the trusted administrator 106, the computing device 102(1)
may assign the symmetric key 134(1) to this counter. In
either instance, the completed process 300 results in a
trusted hardware component 112(1) having a logical counter
configured for use in the new conversation in which the
computing device 102(1) participates.

Verifying Message Validity

FIGS. 4-6 comprise a flow diagram illustrating an
example process 400 for utilizing the trusted hardware
components 112(1)-(N) for the purpose of mitigating the
effects of (e.g., detecting, tolerating, isolating, etc.) equivo-
cation in a distributed system. For instance, the process 400
may occur after the setting up of a new conversation and the
allocating of the logical counter, discussed immediately
above with reference to FIG. 3.

The process 400 begins at operation 402 with the com-
puting device 102(1) sending a message to another comput-
ing device participating in the distributed protocol. To do so,
however, the techniques may call for the computing device
102(1) to first request and receive an attestation from the
trusted hardware component 112(1). As such, the process
400 may first include the computing device 102(1) sending,
to the trusted hardware component 112(1), a hash of the
message “W” that is for distribution to the other participant.
While this process describes hashes, it is to be appreciated
that other implementations may employ other suitable rep-
resentations of the message, including the message itself.

The process 400 continues to operation 404, at which
point the trusted hardware component 112(1) may increment
the logical counter assigned to this particular conversation
and protocol. For instance, the trusted hardware component
112(1) may increment logical counter “5” from a current
counter value of “0” to a new counter value of “1”. In
addition, the trusted hardware component 112(1) may sign a
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statement attesting that the trusted hardware component
112(1) incremented the counter at least in part in response to
receiving the hash (“(W)”) of the message from the partici-
pant device 102(1). Here, the trusted hardware component
112(1) may sign that statement with a symmetric key that is
common to each trusted hardware component of the proto-
col.

In some implementations, this signed statement may take
the following form: “(i:c=>c"M)K”, where M comprises the
message or the representation of the message. As such, the
example signed statement here comprises the following:
“(5:0=>1:W)Kj,,,,”. This statement indicates that the trusted
hardware component 112(1) incremented the logic counter 5
from a value of 0 to a value of 1 in response to receiving the
representation of the message W. In addition, the trusted
hardware component 112(1) signed this statement with the
symmetric key 134(1).

The trusted hardware component 112(1) may store the
signed statement in the recent attestation queue (RAQ)
142(1) at operation 406. While this operation is illustrated as
occurring after the incrementing of the counter at operation
404, in some implementations the signed statement is stored
atomically with the incrementing of the counter or, in some
instances, even before the counter is incremented. As dis-
cussed above, the RAQ 142(1) may store a predetermined
number or size of the most recent statements that the trusted
hardware component 112(1) has signed. As discussed below
in detail with reference to FIG. 9, the RAQ is useful to
maintain log legitimacy in the event of a power failure.
Returning to the process 400, meanwhile, the trusted hard-
ware component 112(1) may also send the signed statement
to the computing device 102(1).

Next, at operation 408, the computing device 102(1) may
write the signed statement to the log 130(1) associated with
this conversation and protocol. In some implementations,
this log resides in un-trusted (that is, conventional) memory
of'the device and outside of the trusted hardware component
112(1). Note that while the log 130(1) resides in un-trusted
memory, the log nonetheless comprises a trusted log because
of the unique signed statement(s) stored therein. Operation
410 then represents that the computing device 102(1) may
send the actual message, W, and the corresponding signed
statement “(5:0=>1:W)Kg,,,” to the recipient participant
devices, such as the participant device 102(N).

FIG. 5 continues the illustration of the process 400. At
operation 412, the operations 402-410 may be repeated. As
illustrated, the computing device 102(1) may have sent
messages “Q”, “R” and “S” to other devices participating in
the protocol. In addition, the trusted hardware component
112(1) may have signed statements attesting to incrementing
the logical counter in response to receiving the hash values
of the messages, including a statement “5:2=>5:Q”. As this
statement illustrates, in some implementations the comput-
ing device 102(1) itself may actually provide the new
counter value, ¢', which may instruct the particular value to
which the trusted hardware component should increment the
logical counter.

At operation 414, the participant device 102(N) may
request the log 130(1) associated with the current conver-
sation and protocol from the participant device 102(1). In
addition, the participant device 102(N) may also include a
randomly-generated “number used once”, or “nonce”. That
is, the device 102(N) may include a nonce that would be
exceedingly difficult and statistically unlikely for the receiv-
ing device 102(1) to predict. In addition, the requesting
device 102(N) may request that the trusted hardware com-
ponent 112(1) move the logical counter in place in response
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to receiving the nonce and sign a statement attesting to that
move. As such, the requesting device can assure itself that
the participant device 102(1) sent the full contents of the log
(or, at least, that it has not avoided sending more recent
signed statements than what is provided in the sent log).

At operation 416, the computing device 102(1) may
request that the trusted hardware component 112(1) move
the counter in place in response to receiving the nonce and
sign a statement attesting to the move. At operation 418, the
trusted hardware component 112(1) may oblige by moving
in place the counter and signing the statement. As illustrated,
this statement comprises the following: “5:7=>7:n”. At
operation 420, the trusted hardware component 112(1) may
then send the signed statement to the computing device
102(1).

FIG. 6 continues the illustration of the process 400, and
illustrates the computing device 102(1) writing the signed
statement to the log 130(1) stored in the un-trusted memory
of the computing device 102(1) at operation 422. While
process 400 illustrates device 102(1) writing this statement
corresponding to the counter’s movement-in-place to the
log, in other instances computing device 102(1) may only
write statements that correspond to an actual change in a
counter value. As such, computing device 102(1) may
refrain from writing the signed statement associated with the
counter’s movement-in-place to the log.

At operation 424, the computing device 102(1) then sends
the log to the requesting device 102(N). In addition, in
instances where computing device 102(1) does not store the
signed statement associated with the nonce within the log,
computing device 102(1) may also send this signed state-
ment along with the log to the requesting computing device
102(N).

Generating Symmetric Keys

FIGS. 7-8 next illustrate a flow diagram of an example
process 700 for generating a symmetric key for use by each
trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N) of a distributed
system. The process 700 begins with the computing devices
102(1)-(N) setting up a distributed protocol at operation 702.
Next, at operation 704, each trusted hardware component
112(1)-(N) of each of the devices may provide a public key
122(1)~(N) and a certificate 120(1)-(N) to the trusted admin-
istrator 106 that is responsible for generating and providing
copies of the symmetric keys 134(1)-(N).

At operation 706, the trusted administrator 106 may
generate a symmetric key with use of the symmetric key
generation module 136 of FIG. 1. The trusted administrator
106 may then verify the validity of some or all of the trusted
hardware components 112(1) with use of the received cer-
tificates at operation 708. That is, the trusted administrator
106 may traverse each certificate to the corresponding root
of trust. The trusted administrator 106 may then determine
whether the root of trust is indeed a trusted entity. If so, then
the trusted administrator 106 may also encrypt a copy of the
symmetric key 134(1)-(N) with each public key of each
trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N) at operation 708.

FIG. 8 continues the illustration of the process 700 and
includes the trusted administrator 106 sending the encrypted
symmetric keys 134(1)-(N) to the computing devices 102
(1)-(N) at operation 710. At operation 712, each computing
device 102(1)-(N) may pass the encrypted symmetric keys
to a corresponding trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N),
since the encrypted message must be decrypted with the
private keys 124(1)-(N) that are secret to the respective
trusted hardware components 112(1)-(N). Upon receipt,
each trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N) may decrypt
the encrypted symmetric key 134(1)-(N) with use of a
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respective private key 124(1)-(N) of the respective trusted
hardware component 112(1)-(N).

Next, each trusted hardware component 112(1)-(N) may
store the symmetric key at operation 714 and assign this
symmetric key to the logical counter associated with the
newly-set-up conversation. At this point, each participant
device 102(1)-(N) is able to participate in the conversation
with use of the verification techniques described immedi-
ately above with reference to FIGS. 4-6.

Maintaining Security in the Event of a Power Failure

FIG. 9 is a flow diagram illustrating an example process
900 for ensuring the legitimacy of a log 130(1)-(N) of a
participant computing device 102(1)-(N) maintained in un-
trusted memory in the event of a power failure.

The process 900 includes an operation 902. This operation
may include a computing device 102(1) requesting a signed
statement attesting to an increment of the counter by the
trusted hardware component 112(1) in response to the device
102(1) providing a representation of a message to the
component 112(1). In some instances, before submitting the
representation of the message to the trusted hardware com-
ponent 112(1), the computing device 102(1) may log the
actual message itself, as discussed below.

In addition to requesting a signed statement, operation
902 represents that the trusted hardware component 112(1)
may receive the hash value of the message, increment the
counter (from 0 to 1), sign the statement (“5:0=>1:W”) with
the symmetric key 134(1) and contemporaneously store this
signed statement in the RAQ 142(1). In some instances, the
RAQ 142(1) is read-only in the event of a power failure or
other condition that prevents the computing device 102(1)
from updating the log maintained in un-trusted storage
coincidently with the incrementing of the counter.

Operation 904 represents that a power failure may occur
at the computing device 102(1) sometime between: (1) the
contemporaneous signing and storing of the statement in the
RAQ 142(1), and (2) the sending of the signed statement to
the computing device 102(1).

Operation 906 represents that upon restart, the computing
device 102(1) may request to view the signed statements
stored within the RAQ 142(1) for comparison with the log
130(1) of the device 102(1) stored outside of the trusted
hardware component 112(1). Here, the computing device
102(1) may find the signed statement from above stored in
the RAQ 142(1). The device 102(1) may also recognize that
the log 130(1) does not store this signed statement. As such,
at operation 908 the device 102(1) may store this signed
statement in the log 130(1), thus avoiding the occurrence of
an incomplete log. To do so, the computing device 102(1)
may determine that the signed statement (comprising a
representation of the message) stored in the RAQ 142(1)
corresponds to the message that the computing device
102(1) stored in the log before the power failure occurred.
After making this determination, the computing device
102(1) may store the retrieved signed statement in the log
130(1) in association with the message that corresponds to
the retrieved signed statement.

Example Processes

FIGS. 10-11 are flow diagrams illustrating example pro-
cesses 1000 and 1100 for utilizing trusted hardware com-
ponents for resisting equivocation amongst participants of a
distributed system with use of the techniques described
herein. Each of these processes is illustrated as a collection
of blocks in a logical flow graph, which represents a
sequence of operations that can be implemented in hard-
ware, software, or a combination thereof In the context of
software, the blocks represent computer instructions that,
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when executed by one or more processors, perform the
recited operations. Note that the order in which the process
is described is not intended to be construed as a limitation,
and any number of the described process blocks can be
combined in any order to implement the process, or an
alternate process. Additionally, individual blocks may be
deleted from the process without departing from the spirit
and scope of the subject matter described herein.

FIG. 10 illustrates the process 1000, which includes
operation 1002. At this operation, a first computing device
participating in a byzantine-fault-tolerant protocol provides
(to a trusted hardware component associated with the first
computing device) a representation of a message for distri-
bution to a second computing device participating in the
byzantine-fault-tolerant protocol. Next, at operation 1004
the first computing device may receive (from the trusted
hardware component) a statement signed by the trusted
hardware component attesting that the trusted hardware
component incremented a monotonically non-decreasing
counter at least in part in response to receiving the repre-
sentation of the message.

The process 1000 then proceeds to operation 1006, at
which point the signed statement may be stored in a log
associated with the byzantine-fault-tolerant protocol and
maintained outside of the trusted hardware component.
Finally, at operation 1008 the first computing device may
provide the message and the signed statement to the second
computing device.

FIG. 11 illustrates the process 1100 and includes an
operation 1102. Here, a trusted hardware component com-
prising a counter and a key may receive, from a first
computing device participating in a byzantine-fault-resilient
protocol, a representation of a message for distribution to a
second computing device participating in the byzantine-
fault-resilient protocol. Next, at operation 1104 the trusted
hardware component may increment the counter from a first
value to a second value that is greater than or equal to the
first value.

The process then proceeds to operation 1106, at which
point the trusted hardware component may sign a statement
with the key attesting that the trusted hardware component
incremented the counter at least in part in response to the
receiving of representation of the message. Finally, the
process concludes at operation 1108, where the trusted
hardware component may provide the signed statement to
the first computing device.

Additional Details of Example Techniques

The above discussion has described and illustrated tech-
niques for using the trusted hardware components 112(1)-
(N) in a distributed system running a distributed protocol to
mitigate the effects of faults caused by an equivocating
device. The following sub-sections describe portions of
non-limiting embodiments of these techniques in greater
detail.

Overview of One Example Embodiment

To gain the benefits of the described techniques, a user
may attach the trusted hardware component 112(1) to the
device of the user. Unlike a typical trusted platform module
(TPM), which attests to states of the associated computing
device, the API of the trusted hardware component 112(1)
may depend only on its internal state. As such, the trusted
hardware component 112(1) may not need access to the state
of the computing device. Instead, in some instances the
trusted hardware component 112(1) only uses an un-trusted
channel over which it can receive input and produce output,
so even USB may be sufficient.
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As described above, when computing device 102(1)
wishes to send a message “m” to computing device 102(2),
device 102(1) includes an attestation from the trusted hard-
ware component 112(1) that: (1) binds m to a certain value
of a counter, and (2) ensures computing device 102(2) that
no other message will ever be bound to that value of that
counter, even messages sent to other participant devices. A
trusted hardware component enables such attestation by
using a counter that monotonically increases with each new
attestation or “signed statement” attesting to the binding. In
this way, once the participant computing device 102(1) has
bound a message m to a certain counter value c, this device
will never be able to bind a different message to that value.

Some protocols may benefit from using multiple counters.
In theory, anything done with multiple counters can be done
with a single counter, but multiple counters allow certain
performance optimizations and simplifications, such as
assigning semantic meaning to a particular counter value.
Furthermore, the user of a trusted hardware component may
participate in multiple protocols, each requiring its own
counter or counters. Therefore, a trusted hardware compo-
nent provides the ability to allocate new counters as dis-
cussed above. However, the techniques should identify each
of them uniquely so that a malicious user cannot create a
new counter with the same identity as an old counter and
thereby attest to a different message with the same counter
identity and value.

As a performance optimization, the trusted hardware
component 112(1) allows its attestations to be signed with
shared symmetric keys, which may improve its performance
over using asymmetric cryptography. To ensure that partici-
pants cannot generate arbitrary attestations, the symmetric
key is stored in trusted memory, so that users of the
participant devices cannot read it directly. Symmetric keys
are shared among the trusted hardware components using a
mechanism that ensures they will not be exposed to un-
trusted parties.

Notation

The following discussion uses the notation (X) to mean
an attestation of x that could only be produced by an entity
knowing K. If K is a symmetric key, then this attestation can
be verified only by entities that know K; if K is a private key,
then this attestation can be verified by anyone, or more
accurately anyone who knows the corresponding public key.
The following discussion also uses the notation {x}, to
mean the value x encrypted with public key K, so that it can
only be decrypted by entities knowing the corresponding
private key.

State of the Trusted Hardware Component

This sub-section describes an internal state of an example
trusted hardware component 112(1). Each trusted hardware
component is endowed by its manufacturer with a unique
identity “T” and a public/private key pair (K, K,,;,)- In
some instances, 1 is the hash of K, ,. The manufacturer may
also include in the trusted hardware component an attesta-
tion “A” that proves the values  and K, belong to a valid
trusted hardware component, and therefore that the corre-
sponding private key is unknown to un-trusted parties.

This discussion leaves open the question of what form A
will take. This attestation is meant to be evaluated by users
and/or by participant devices rather than trusted hardware
components and, as such, may take various forms. For
instance, it might be a certificate chain leading to a well-
known authority trusted to oversee the production of trusted
hardware components and ensure their secrets are well kept.

Another element of the state of the trusted hardware
component is the meta-counter “M”, discussed above.
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Whenever the trusted hardware component creates a new
logical counter, the trusted hardware component gives the
new logical counter identity M and then increments M by
one. This allows users (and participant devices) to create
new counters at will, without sacrificing the non-monoto-
nicity of any particular counter. Because M only goes up,
once a counter has been created it can never be recreated by
a malicious user attempting to reset it.

Yet another element is “Q” (corresponding to RAQ 142
(1)), a limited-size first-in-first-out (FIFO) queue containing
the most recent few counter attestations generated by the
trusted hardware component. Storing these recent attesta-
tions in the trusted component is useful for allowing users to
recover from power failures, described above and in more
detail below.

The state of the trusted hardware component may also
include an array of counters, not all of which have to be in
use at a time. For each in-use counter, the state includes the
counter’s identity “i”, its current value “c”, and its associ-
ated key “K”. The identity “i” is, as described before, the
value of the meta-counter when the counter was created. The
value c is initialized to 0 at creation time and cannot go down
(unless the counter is reset, which changes the counter’s
identity “1”). The key K contains a symmetric key to use for
attestations of this counter; if K=0, attestations will use the
private key K, instead.

Trusted Hardware Component Application Programming
Interface (API)

In some instances, the API of the trusted hardware com-
ponent includes a call labeled “Attest”. Attest takes three
parameters: 1, ¢', and h. Here, i is the identity of a counter to
use, ¢' is the requested new value for that counter, and h is
a hash of the message m to which the user wishes to bind the
counter value. Attest works as follows in some instances:

Attest(i, ¢, h, n)

1. Assert that i is the identity of a valid counter.

2. Let ¢ be the value of that counter, and K be the key.

3. Assert no roll-over: ¢ is less than or equal to ¢'.

4. If K does not equal 0, then let a <= (I, i, ¢, ¢', h)z;

otherwise let a <= (I, 1, c, ¢, h)g,,,.,.

5. Insert a into Q, kicking out the oldest value.

6. Update c<=c'.

7. Return a.

Note that Attest allows calls with ¢'=c. This is crucial to
allowing peers to attest to what their current counter value
is without incrementing it. To allow for this while still
keeping peers from equivocating, this example of the trusted
hardware component includes both the prior counter value
and the new one in the signed statement. One can easily
differentiate attestations intended to learn a trusted hardware
component’s current counter value (c=c') from attestations
that bind new messages (c<c').

Verifying Attestations

Suppose that the computing device 102(1) with the trusted
hardware component 112(1) wants to send a message to the
computing device 102(2) with the trusted hardware compo-
nent 112(2). The computing device 102(1) first invokes
“Attest” on the trusted hardware component 112(1) using the
hash of the message, and may thereby obtain an attestation,
a. Next, the device 102(1) sends the message to the device
102(2) along with this attestation. However, for the device
102(2) to accept this message, the device 102(2) has to be
convinced that the attestation was created by a valid trusted
hardware component. There are two cases to consider: first,
that the attestation used the private key of the trusted
hardware component 112(1) and, second, that the attestation
used a shared symmetric key.
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In the first case, an API call such as a call “GetCertificate”
may be useful. This call returns a certificate C of the form
(I, K, A), for which T is the identity of the trusted
hardware component, K, is its public key, and A is an
attestation that I and K,,,, belong to a valid trusted hardware
component. The computing device 102(1) can call this API
routine and send the resulting certificate to the device
102(2). The device 102(2) can then learn the public key of
the device 102(1) and verify that this is a valid public key of
a trusted hardware component. After this, the device 102(2)
can verify the attestation that the device 102(1) attached to
the message, as well as any future attestations that the device
102(1) attaches to messages.

In the second case, an API call such as a call “CheckAt-
testation” may be useful. When CheckAttestation(a, i) is
invoked on a trusted hardware component, the trusted hard-
ware component checks whether a is the output of invoking
Attest on a trusted hardware component using the same
symmetric key as the one associated with the local counter
i. It returns a boolean indicating whether this is so. So, if the
device 102(1) sends the device 102(2) an attestation signed
with a shared symmetric key, the device 102(2) can invoke
CheckAttestation on the trusted hardware component of the
device to learn whether the attestation is valid.

Allocating Counters

Since a trusted hardware component may contain many
counters, another important component of the API is the
creation of these counters. The trusted hardware component
creates new logical counters and allows counters to be
deleted, but never resets an existing counter. Logical coun-
ters are identified by a unique ID, generated using a non-
deletable, monotonic meta-counter M. Every trusted hard-
ware component may have precisely one meta-counter, and
when it expires, the trusted hardware component can no
longer be used. The described techniques may compensate
for this by making M 64 bits, by only incrementing M, and
by assigning no semantic meaning to the value of M. The
trusted hardware component exports a “CreateCounter”
function that allocates a new counter with identity i=M,
initial value 0, and initial key K=0; and returns this new
identity 1. The current value of M is then incremented by
one. When the device no longer needs the counter, the device
may call “FreeCounter” to free it and thereby provide space
in the trusted hardware component for a new counter.
Using Symmetric Keys

The trusted hardware component allows its attestations to
be signed with shared symmetric keys, which may improve
its performance over using asymmetric cryptography or
even secure hashes. A session refers to a set of users using
a single symmetric key for a certain purpose. Creating a
session requires a session administrator (i.e., trusted admin-
istrator 106), a user trusted by all participants to create a
session key and keep it safe (i.e., trusted to not reveal it to
any un-trusted parties).

To create a session, the “session administrator” or “trusted
administrator” simply generates a random, fresh symmetric
key as the session key K. To allow a certain device to join
the session, the administrator asks that device for the cer-
tificate of the trusted hardware component of the device. If
the administrator is satisfied that the certificate represents a
valid trusted hardware component, the administrator
encrypts the key in a way that ensures it can only be
decrypted by that trusted hardware component. Specifically,
the administrator creates {KEY, K}K,,,,, where K, is the
public key in the certificate. The administrator then sends
this encrypted session key to the device that wants to join the
session.
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Upon receipt of an encrypted session key, the device can
join one of his counters to the session by using an API call
such as a call “ImportSymmetricKey(S, 1)”. This call checks
that S is a valid encrypted symmetric key, meant to be
decrypted by the local private key. If so, the trusted hardware
component decrypts the session key and installs it as K for
local counter i. From this point forward, attestations for this
counter will use the symmetric key. Also, the device will be
able to verify any attestation from a trusted hardware
component using this symmetric key by invoking “Check-
Attestation(a, 1)”.

Handling Power Failures

As discussed above, the techniques described herein also
provide a safe and efficient manner of handling a power
failure. If there is a power failure between the time that the
trusted hardware component advances its counter and the
application of the participant device writes the attestation to
disk, then the attestation is lost. This can be problematic for
many protocols, which rely on the device being able to attest
to a message with a particular counter value. For instance, if
the computing device 102(1) cannot produce an attestation
for counter value v, another computing device 102(2) may
suspect this is because device 102(1) has already told a
device 102(N) about some message m associated with that
counter value. Not wanting to be wrong about the absence
of such a message, the device 102(2) may lose all willing-
ness to trust the device 102(1). In addition, the computing
device can not simply “repeat” the attestation for counter
value v, because the counter value of the counter in the
trusted component has already been incremented. Because
the counter may not be decreased (unless reset), no other
message can be attested to using a counter value v.

To alleviate this, a trusted hardware component includes
a queue Q containing the most recent attestations it has
created. To limit the storage requirements, this queue only
holds a certain fixed number k of entries, perhaps 10. In the
event of a power failure, after recovery the device can
invoke an API call such as a call “GetRecentAttestations” to
retrieve the contents of Q. Thus, to protect against power
failure, a device is to ensure that it writes an attestation to
disk before the device makes a k™ next attestation request.
As long as k is at least 1, the device can safely use the trusted
hardware component for any application. Higher values of k
are useful as a performance optimization, allowing greater
pipelining between writing to disk and submitting attesta-
tions.

The techniques may also protect against a power failure
that occurs to the trusted hardware component. The Attest
algorithm ensures that the attestation is inserted into the
queue before the counter is updated, so the trusted hardware
component cannot enter a situation where the counter has
been updated but the attestation is unavailable. It can,
however, enter the dangerous situation in which the attes-
tation is in Q, and thus available to the device, but the
counter has not been incremented. This window of vulner-
ability could potentially be exploited by a user of a device
to generate multiple attestations for the same counter value,
if the user could arrange to shut off power at precisely this
intervening time. However, the described techniques guard
against this case by having the trusted hardware component
check QQ whenever it starts up. At startup, before handling
any requests, it checks all attestations in Q and removes any
that refer to counter values beyond the current one.

Local Adversaries

Mutually distrusting principals on a single computing
device will share access to a single trusted hardware com-
ponent, creating the potential for conflict between them.
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Although they cannot equivocate to remote parties, they can
hurt each other. They can impersonate each other by using
the same counter, and they can deny service to each other by
exhausting shared resources within the trusted hardware
component. Resource exhaustion attacks include allocating
all available counters, submitting requests at a high rate, and
rapidly filling the queue Q to prevent the pipelining perfor-
mance optimization.

The operating system can solve this problem by mediating
access to the trusted hardware component, just as it mediates
access to other devices. In this way, the OS can prevent a
principal from using counters allocated to other principals,
and can use rate limiting and quotas to prevent resource
exhaustion. Equivocation to remote parties is impossible,
even if an adversary has root access to the computing device,
since cryptography allows the trusted hardware component
to communicate securely even over an un-trusted channel.
Use of the Trusted Hardware Component for Attested
Append-Only Memory (A2M)

Attested Append-only Memory (A2M) is another pro-
posed trusted hardware design with the intent of combating
equivocation. A2M offers trusted logs, to which devices can
only append. The fundamental difference between the
designs of A2M and techniques describes herein is in the
amount of state and computation required from the trusted
hardware. To demonstrate that the decreased complexity of
the described techniques is enough, the following sections
discuss how to build A2M using the techniques described
herein.

A2M Overview

A2M’s state consists of a set of logs, each containing
entries with monotonically increasing sequence numbers.
A2M supports operations to add (append and advance),
retrieve (lookup and end), and delete (truncate) items from
its logs. The basis of A2M’s resilience to equivocation is
append, which binds a message to a unique sequence num-
ber. For each log q, A2M stores the lowest sequence number,
L, and the highest sequence number, H,, stored in q. A2M
appends an entry to log q by incrementing the sequence
number H_ and setting the new entry’s sequence number to
be this incremented value. The low and high sequence
numbers allow A2M to attest to failed lookups; for instance,
if a user requests an item with sequence number s>H,_, A2M
returns an attestation of H,.

Trusted Logs with the Described Techniques

In the design of A2M using the described techniques, logs
are stored in un-trusted memory as opposed to within the
trusted hardware component. As in A2M, the techniques
make use of two counters per log, representing the highest
(H,) and lowest (L) sequence number in the respective log

Algorithm 2, reproduced immediately below, illustrates
the design’s characteristics. Note the power of the API of the
described techniques, as the design is built predominately on
calls to an Attest function of a trusted hardware component.
The described protocol also uses advance attestations for
moving the high sequence number when appending to the
log, and for moving the low sequence number when deleting
from the log. The techniques perform status attestations of
the low counter value to attest to failed lookups, and of the
high counter to attest to the end of the log. No additional
attestations are necessary for a successful lookup, even if the
lookup is to a skipped entry. Conversely, A2M requires calls
to the trusted hardware even for successful lookups.
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Algorithm 2:

Init( )
1. Create low and high counters:
L, <= CreateCounter( ); H, <= CreateCounter( )
2. Retun {L, H_}
Append(queue q, value x)
1. Bind h(x) to a unique counter (the current “high counter”):
A <= Attest(H,.id, H_.ctr + 1, h(x))
2. Store the attestation in un-trusted memory:
q.append(a, x)
Lookup(queue g, sequence number n, nonce z)
1. If n < L,, the entry was truncated. Attest to this by returning an
attestation of the supplied nonce using the low-counter:
Attest(L,.id, L .ctr, (FORGOTTENIz))
2. If n > H,, the query is too early. Attest to this by returning an
attestation of the supplied nonce using the high-counter:
Attest(H,.id, H_.ctr, h(TOOEARLYIz))
3. Otherwise, return the entry in q that spans n, i.e., the one such
that a.c < n is less than or equal to a.c’. Note that if n < a.c', this
means n was skipped by an Advance.
End(queue q, sequence number n, nonce z)
1. Retrieve the latest entry from the given log:
{a, x} <= q.end( )
2. Attest that this is the latest entry with a high-counter attestation
of the supplied nonce:
a' <= Attest(H,.id, H_.ctr, z)
3. Return {a’, {a, x}}
Truncate(queue q, sequence number n)
1. Remove the entries from un-trusted memory:
q.truncate(n)
2. Move up the low counter:
a <= Attest(L,.id, n, FORGOTTEN)
Advance(queue q, sequence number n, value x)
1. Append a new item with sequence number n:
a <= Attest(H,.id, n, h(x))
2. Store the attestation in un-trusted memory:
q.append(a, x)

Properties of the Resulting System

The resulting system of using the described techniques
with A2M demonstrates that the described techniques can be
applied to byzantine fault tolerant protocols, SUNDR pro-
tocols, and Q/U protocols, among others. In addition, imple-
menting trusted logs using the techniques described herein
has several benefits over a completely in-hardware design
like A2M. Because the described techniques store the logs in
un-trusted storage, the techniques decouple the usage
demand of the trusted log from the amount of available
trusted storage. Conversely, limited by the amount of trusted
storage, A2M must make more frequent calls to truncate to
keep the logs small. Some systems, meanwhile, benefit from
large logs, making the techniques described herein a more
suitable addition.
Conclusion

Although the subject matter has been described in lan-
guage specific to structural features and/or methodological
acts, it is to be understood that the subject matter defined in
the appended claims is not necessarily limited to the specific
features or acts described. Rather, the specific features and
acts are disclosed as exemplary forms of implementing the
claims

We claim:

1. A method comprising:

receiving, by a hardware component and from a first
computing device, a representation of a message, the
message to be sent to a second computing device, the
first computing device and the second computing
device participating in a byzantine fault-tolerant pro-
tocol;

incrementing, by the hardware component, a monotoni-
cally non-decreasing counter from a first value to a
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second value that is greater than or equal to the first
value based at least in part on receiving the represen-
tation of the message;
assigning the monotonically non-decreasing counter to a
particular conversation between the first computing
device and a second computing device, the particular
conversation including the message;
binding, by the hardware component, the message to the
second value of the monotonically non-decreasing
counter;
creating, by the hardware component, a statement that
includes the monotonically non-decreasing counter and
includes the representation of the message, the state-
ment attesting:
that the hardware component incremented the mono-
tonically non-decreasing counter from the first value
to the second value based at least in part on receiving
the representation of the message; and
that no other message is to be bound to the second value
of the monotonically non-decreasing counter;
signing, by the hardware component, the statement with a
cryptographic key to create a signed statement;
sending the signed statement to the first computing
device; and
storing the signed statement in a recent attestation queue
used to store a predetermined number of most-recently
signed statements, each of the most-recently signed
statements attesting to a particular increment of the
monotonically non-decreasing counter by the hardware
component.
2. A method as recited in claim 1, wherein the crypto-

graphic key comprises a symmetric key that is common to
the hardware component of the first computing device and a
second hardware component of the second computing
device.

3. A method as recited in claim 1, further comprising:

maintaining, by the hardware component, a log compris-
ing the signed statement and one or more previously-
signed statements.

4. A method as recited in claim 1,

further comprising:

receiving, by the hardware component from the first
computing device, a representation of a second mes-
sage and an instruction to increment the monotonically
non-decreasing counter to a specified value that is
greater than the second value;

incrementing, by the hardware component, the monotoni-
cally non-decreasing counter from the second value to
the specified value;

signing, by the hardware component, a statement with the
cryptographic key attesting that the hardware compo-
nent incremented the monotonically non-decreasing
counter from the second value to the specified value
based at least in part on receiving the representation of
the second message; and

sending the signed statement associated with the repre-
sentation of the second message to the first computing
device.

5. A method as recited in claim 1, wherein the hardware

component is free from a log other than the recent attestation
queue (RAQ).

6. A method as recited in claim 1, wherein the hardware

component further comprises:

a monotonically increasing meta-counter; and
multiple other monotonically non-decreasing counters;
and wherein the method further comprises:
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receiving, by the hardware component, a request from
the first computing device to create a new counter for
a new protocol;

assigning, by the hardware component, one of the
multiple other monotonically non-decreasing coun-
ters as the new counter;

assigning, by the hardware component, a current value
of the monotonically increasing meta-counter as an
identity of the new counter; and

incrementing, by the hardware component, the current
value of the monotonically increasing meta-counter
to a new, greater current value.

7. A method as recited in claim 1, wherein the hardware
component comprises a third computing device participating
in the byzantine fault-tolerant protocol.

8. A method as recited in claim 1, wherein:

multiple additional computing devices participate in the

byzantine fault-tolerant protocol; and

each of multiple additional hardware components is asso-

ciated with a respective one of the multiple additional
computing devices.

9. A computer-readable memory device storing computer-
executable instructions that, when executed, cause one or
more processors to perform operations comprising:

sending a representation of a message, by a first comput-

ing device participating in a byzantine-fault-tolerant
protocol, to a trusted hardware component associated
with the first computing device;

receiving, by the first computing device and from the

trusted hardware component, a signed statement that is
signed by the trusted hardware component using a key,
the signed statement attesting that the trusted hardware
component incremented a monotonically non-decreas-
ing counter from a first value to a second value that is
greater than or equal to the first value based at least in
part on receiving the representation of the message,
attesting that the second value is bound to the message,
and attesting that no other message will be bound to the
second value of the monotonically non-decreasing
counter, wherein the monotonically non-decreasing
counter is assigned to a particular conversation between
the first computing device and a second computing
device, the particular conversation including the mes-
sage;

determining that the signed statement includes the mono-

tonically non-decreasing counter and includes the rep-
resentation of the message;

storing the signed statement in a log associated with the

byzantine-fault-tolerant protocol and maintained in
untrusted memory located outside of the trusted hard-
ware component;

sending the message and the signed statement to the

second computing device; and

storing the signed statement in a recent attestation queue

in untrusted memory.

10. The computer-readable memory device as recited in
claim 9, the operations further comprising:

restarting the first computing device after a power failure;

requesting, by the first computing device, to view the

signed statement in the recent attestation queue; and
writing, by the first computing device, the signed state-
ment to a log in untrusted memory.

11. The computer-readable memory device as recited in
claim 9, wherein the log comprises multiple other previ-
ously-signed statements received by the first computing
device and from the trusted hardware component, and
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wherein the first computing device maintains the log in
un-trusted memory of the first computing device.

12. The computer-readable memory device as recited in
claim 9, the operations further comprising:

providing, by the first computing device and to the trusted

hardware component: (i) a nonce received by the first
computing device from the second computing device,
and (ii) a request to move in place the monotonically
non-decreasing counter of the trusted hardware com-
ponent in association with the nonce;

receiving a signed statement that is signed by the trusted

hardware component attesting that the trusted hardware
component moved in place the monotonically non-
decreasing counter at least in part in response to
receiving the nonce and the request; and

providing the signed statement to another computing

device participating in the byzantine-fault-tolerant pro-
tocol.

13. The computer-readable memory device as recited in
claim 9, wherein the monotonically non-decreasing counter
comprises one of multiple monotonically non-decreasing
counters of the trusted hardware component, and the opera-
tions further comprising:

receiving a request from the first computing device to

create a new counter for a new protocol;

assigning an unused monotonically non-decreasing coun-

ter of the multiple monotonically non-decreasing coun-
ters as the new counter and assigning a current value of
a monotonically increasing meta-counter as an identity
of the new counter; and

incrementing the current value of the monotonically

increasing meta-counter to a new, greater current value.

14. The computer-readable memory device as recited in
claim 9, the operations further comprising:

receiving, by the first computing device and from a third

computing device participating in the byzantine-fault-
tolerant protocol, a message and an additional state-
ment signed by a trusted hardware component of the
third computing device and attesting that the trusted
hardware component of the third computing device
incremented a monotonically non-decreasing counter
in association with message; and

verifying that the trusted hardware component of the third

computing device signed the additional statement
received from the third computing device.

15. The computer-readable memory device as recited in
claim 14, wherein the signed statement is signed by a private
key of the trusted hardware component of the third com-
puting device, and wherein the verifying of the signed
statement comprises verifying the signed statement by the
first computing device with a public key of the trusted
hardware component of the third computing device.

16. The computer-readable memory device as recited in
claim 14, wherein the signed statement is signed by a
symmetric key that is common to each trusted hardware
component participating in the byzantine-fault-tolerant pro-
tocol, and wherein the verifying of the signed statement
comprises providing, by the first computing device, the
signed statement to the trusted hardware component of the
first computing device for verifying the signed statement
with the symmetric key by the trusted hardware component.

17. A computer-readable storage device storing computer-
executable instructions that, when executed, cause one or
more processors to perform operations comprising:

receiving, by a trusted hardware component, a key and a

representation of a message from a first computing
device, the representation of the message to be sent to
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a second computing device, the first computing device
and the second computing device participating in a
byzantine-fault-resilient protocol;
incrementing, by the trusted hardware component, a
monotonically non-decreasing counter from a first
value to a second value that is greater than the first
value based at least in part on receiving the represen-
tation of the message;
associating the monotonically non-decreasing counter
with a particular conversation, between the first com-
puting device and the second computing device, that
includes the message;
binding the second value of the monotonically non-
decreasing counter to the message;
creating, by the trusted hardware component, a statement
that includes the monotonically non-decreasing counter
and includes the representation of the message, the
statement attesting:
that the trusted hardware component incremented the
monotonically non-decreasing counter from the first
value to the second value based at least in part on
receiving the representation of the message; and
that no other message is to be bound to the second value
of the monotonically non-decreasing counter;
signing, by the trusted hardware component, the statement
with the key to create a signed statement;
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sending the signed statement to the first computing

device; and

storing the signed statement in a recent attestation queue.

18. The computer-readable storage device as recited in
claim 17, wherein the byzantine-fault-resilient protocol
comprises a byzantine-fault-tolerant protocol, a byzantine-
fault-detection protocol or a byzantine-fault-isolation proto-
col.

19. The computer-readable storage device as recited in
claim 17, wherein the key comprises a symmetric key that
is common to the trusted hardware component and a trusted
hardware component of the second computing device.

20. The computer-readable storage device as recited in
claim 19, further storing computer-executable instructions
that, when executed, cause the one or more processors to
perform acts comprising:

before the signing of the statement:

receiving, from a trusted administrator and at the
trusted hardware component, the symmetric key
encrypted by a public key of the trusted hardware
component;

decrypting the symmetric key using a private key of the
trusted hardware component; and

storing the symmetric key within the trusted hardware
component.



